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	 This article examines how the American political tradi-
tion both constrains and enables voter turnout in United States 
presidential elections. Specifically I examine the impact of the 
American Creed, defined as the intersection of beliefs in equal 
opportunity, market preference, and individual responsibility, on 
voter turnout. Using data from the 1996, 2000, and 2004 Ameri-
can National Election Surveys, I develop a unified vote choice 
model and test it using multinomial logistic regression. While the 
idea that people will choose to vote when they feel strongly about 
an issue or value is intuitive, my findings show that the American 
Creed acts as “master frame,” or “lens,” that both constrains 
and enables turnout by limiting the “acceptable” motivations 
to vote. Specifically, I find that support for equality increases 
Democratic turnout but has no effect on Republican turnout. 
Similarly, support for market preferences increases Republican 
turnout but has no effect on Democratic turnout. I close with a 
discussion of the implications on the health of U.S. democracy, 





























































attitudinal	 framework	 efficacy	 suggested	 by	 the	 literature.	To	
test	these	hypotheses,	I	use	data	from	the	1996,	2000,	and	2004	
American National Election Survey,	to	develop,	and	estimate,	a	
unified	vote	choice	model	using	multinomial	logistic	regression.	
Following	Lacy	 and	Burden	 (1999),	 I	 utilize	 a	 trichotomous	
dependent	 variable,	 consisting	 of	 voted	Democrat,	 voted	Re-
publican,	and	did	not	vote.		I	use	the	unified	vote	choice	model,	
with	a	trichotomous	dependent	variable,	because	the	exclusion	
of	 abstention,	 and	 the	 aggregation	 of	 all	 voters	 into	 a	 single	










opportunity,”	 “individual	 responsibility,”	 and	 “market	 prefer-
ences.”	Thus,	my	findings	suggest	that	the	American	Creed	acts	
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Mass Belief Systems and Attitudes about Equality














1996;	Kluegel	 and	Smith	 1986).	On	 the	 surface	 the	American	
Creed	is	a	specific	version	of	social	liberalism,	but	while	it	retains	






2000:114).	And,	 from	 a	 policy	 perspective,	 even	 those	 that	 do	
support	 programs	 that	promote	 equality	 tend	 to	 favor	programs	
that	promote	“equal	opportunity,”	but	not	programs	that	“impose”	








political	 culture	 (Feldman	 and	Zaller	 1992;	Kluegel	 and	Smith	
1986).	While	 there	are	many	sources	for	an	 individuals	specific	
43
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and	fair”	(Kluegel	and	Smith	1986:23).	The	“dominant	ideology”	
is	then	one	particular	type	of	subscription	to	the	American	Creed	


































































Theories of Attitudinal Organization
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proach	is	best	described	as	“Ideological	voting,”	and	is	defined	as	
a	process	where	by	individuals	arrive	at	a	decision	to	vote	based	



























































































1984) and	proposes	 that	 there	 are	multiple	 general	 orientations	
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emphasis	on	different	general	orientations,	and	it	is	this	different	











public,	 linking	 issue	positions	 to	 a	 structuring	principle	 such	
as	Left-Right	position—even	 if	 schema	are	not	 linked	across	
publics.	Such	belief	structures	provide	voters	with	a	method	of	











	 One	 of	 the	 potential	 problems	with	 the	 hierarchical	 and	
ideology-belief	frameworks	is	that	both	depend	on	citizens	creat-
ing	 complex	 organizational	 structures	 of	 political	 opinion.	The	
partisanship-heuristic	framework,	however,	provides	an	alternative	
perspective	arguing	that	people	can	use	political	cues	and	heuristics	
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hierarchical	and	partisan-heuristic	frameworks	rely	on	satisficing	










make	 surprisingly	 consistent	 political	 decisions	 (Dalton	 2006;	
Jacoby	1995).	Lavine	and	Gschwend	(2007)	find	that	ideological	











































Voter turnout for the Republican presidential candidate should be 
influenced by at least one value within the American Creed that 
the voter supports, and values that run counter to an element of 
the Creed should be reframed in a manner that makes them less 
contradictory to the Creed.
For	 example,	 this	 hypothesis	 suggests	 that	 the	 social	 liberalism	









as	 such	would	 be	 inconsistent	with	 the	 expected	 outcome.	For	
example,	we	would	expect	those	who	do	not	support	equality	to	
53
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not	vote	Democratic,	but	they	should	not	vote	Republican	for	that	






Voter turnout for the Republican presidential candidate will in-
crease due to values openly promoting inequality.
Voter turnout for the Republican presidential candidate will not be 










Voter turnout for the Democratic presidential candidate should 
be influenced by at least one element of the American Creed, but 
values that are not consistent with the American Creed should be 
reorganized around alternative attitudinal frameworks.
For	 example,	 this	 hypothesis	 suggests	 that	 the	 social	 liberalism	
scale	used	by	Moskowitz	and	Jenkins	(2004)	should	significantly	


















Voter turnout for the Democratic presidential candidate will 
increase due to values openly anti-market or anti-individual re-
sponsibility.
Voter turnout for the Democratic presidential candidate will not be 
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Data and Methods
	 I	develop	a	model	of	voter	turnout	using	a	multinomial	logistic	
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having	no	influence	on	others	(Lacy	and	Burden	1999).	For	this	
reason,	 an	 aggregated	 turnout	 variable	 that	 combines	 everyone	
who	voted	 into	one	category	 is	 inappropriate.	 	Multiple	 studies	
have	 shown	 that	 attitudes	 influence	 vote	 choice	 among	 voters	
(Abramowitz	and	Saunders	1998;	Abramowitz	and	Saunders	2006;	
Basinger	and	Lavine	2005;	Brooks	and	Manza	1997a;	Brooks	and	
Manza	 1997b;	Brooks	 and	Manza	 1997c;	Kemmelmeier	 2004;	
Lavine	2001;	Lavine	and	Gschwend	2007).	However,	these	stud-
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where	Pr[yi	=	j]	is	the	probability	of	voting	for	candidate	j	in	each	
case	i,		X	is	the	vector	of	coefficients, β	is	the	unknown	parameters	



























with	a	 range	of	one	 to	seven,	 is	usually	used	 in	studies	on	vot-
ing	behavior	 as	 the	measure	 of	 an	 assumed	 single	 dimensional	
ideological	construct	(Lacy	and	Burden	1999;	Lacy	and	Monson	
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2002;	Lavine	2001;	Lavine	and	Gschwend	2007).	However,	Dalton	
(2006)	actually	places	it	within	the	partisan-heuristic	framework	




orientation	 as	 their	 sole	measure.	While	 studies	 commonly	 do	















































Creed	on	voter	 turnout	 are	 a	 social	 general	 orientation,	 framed	
around	moral-traditionalism	and	equality	of	opportunity,	and	an	





















Equal Opportunity, Market Preference and Voter Turnout
Control Variables






























versus	Republican.	Due	 to	 the	 analysis	 of	multiple	 datasets	 the	
multi-co-linearity	issues	that	are	potential	problems	when	so	many	variables	are	
constructed	from	the	same	core	set	of	items.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Control Variables (N=4576)*
Variable Coding Proportion/Mean**
   Std. Dev.)
	 Occupation
	 	 Managerial	 .116
	 	 Professional	 .154
	 	 Routine	White	Collar	 .337
	 	 Skilled	Workers	 .125
	 	 Semi-Unskilled	Workers	 .161
	 		 Non-Labor	Force	 (ref.)
	 Race-Ethnicity
	 	 White	 (ref.)
	 	 Black	 .141
	 	 Other	 .141
	 Sex
	 	 Male	 (ref.)
	 	 Female	 .545
	 Age	 45.6
	 	 	 (17.2)
	 Income
	 	 0-16	Percentile	 (ref.)
	 	 17-33	Percentile	 .211
	 	 34-67	Percentile	 .303
	 	 68-95	Percentile	 .245
	 	 96-100	Percentile	 .074
	 Education
	 	 Less	Than	High	School	 (ref.)
	 	 High	School	Diploma	 .405
	 	 Some	College	 .199
	 	 Bachelor’s	Degree	 .178
	 	 Advanced	Degree	 .055
	 Political	Interest
	 	 Not	Much	Interested	 (ref.)
	 	 Somewhat	Interested	 .482
	 	 Very	Much	Interested	 .295
   (Table continued on next page)
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   Std. Dev.)
	 Religion
	 	 Protestant	 (ref.)
	 	 Catholic	 .262
	 	 Jewish	 .021
	 	 Other	 .151
	 Region
	 	 Non-South	 (ref.)
	 	 South	 .367
	 Year
	 	 1996	 (ref.)
	 	 2000	 .385
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of	belief	in	general	equality,	and	the	economic	general	orientation	







The economic general orientation measure should be statistically 
significant and positive in the Republican equation, and simul-
taneously, the economic general orientation measure should be 
insignificant in the Democratic equation. 
Additionally:
Hypothesis 2:
The social general orientation measure should be statistically sig-
nificant and negative in the Democratic equation, and simultane-
ously, the social general orientation measure should be insignificant 
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voters	selected	the	candidate	because	they	were	radically	in	favor	













responsibility,	 is	positively	related	 to	Republican	 turnout,	but	 is	
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































size	of	effect	 for	party	 identification	 is	nearly	 identical	 for	both	
parties.	While	comparatively	smaller,	the	influence	of	the	economic	
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general	orientation	 increases	 turnout	 for	only	 the	Republicans,	
providing	an	electoral	edge	from	those	with	strong	support	for	
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	 My	broader	findings	are	consistent	with	the	argument	that	these	
issues	are	merely	reframed,	into	alternative	attitudinal	structures;	

































significant	 and	 substantively	 important	 predictor	 of	Republican	
turnout	that	allows	for	the	acceptance	of	inequality.	On	its	own,	
the	affirmative	action	index	was	not	significant,	which	is	consistent	










the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 values	within	 the	American	Creed	both	






































work	 in	 a	 similar	manner.	Republican	 turnout	 is	 influenced	 by	
values	that	accept	inequality	through	a	single-dimension	liberal-
conservative	construct.	Democratic	turnout	is	influenced	by	anti-
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	 On	a	more	methodological	note,	 the	findings	 in	 this	article	
also	show	the	importance	of	accounting	for	abstention	in	studies	
on	voting	behavior,	and	also	point	to	the	importance	of	organi-








what	Lacy	 and	Burden	 (1999)	 describe	 as	 “erroneous	 claims.”	

































egy	of	 a	 100	percent	 solution	provides	 a	 good	 example.	 In	 his	
analysis,	 he	 argues	 that	 effort	 by	 the	Republican	Party	 to	 court	
those	further	to	the	right	and	get	every	single	one	of	them	out	to	



































































































(Table continued on next page)
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	Appendix D
MNL of Unified Vote Choice on Attitudinal
Framework Measures and Controls
Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors (N=4576)†
Variable  Equation Estimates
 
 Democrat Republican Democrat
 Versus Not Versus Not Versus
 Voting Voting Republican
Partisanship Heuristic Framework
 Liberal-Conservative Orientation -.1228*	 (.0492)	 .1836***
	 	 (.0511)	 -.3064***	 (.0539)
	 Party Identification -.4187***	 (.0318)	 .4387***
	 	 (.0328)	 -.8574***	 (.0341)
	 Ideology-Belief Framework 
 Liberal-Conservative Issue Scale .1526	 (.1356)	 .3351*
	 	 (.1513)	 -.1825	 (1533)
Hierarchical Framework 
 Economic General Orientation	 -.0850	 (.0772)	 .1730*
	 	 (.0783)	 -.2580**	 (.0871)
 Social General Orientation -.2433**	 (.0848)	 .0168
	 	 (.0956)	 -.2601**	 (.0921)
Occupation:
 Non-Fulltime-Labor 	(ref.)	 	(ref.)	 	(ref.)
 Managerial .1553	 (.2144)	 -.0090
	 	 (.2486)	 .1643	 (.2592)	
 Professionals .4445*	 (.2098)	 .0956
	 	 (.2335)	 .3489	 (.2475)	
 Routine White Collar Workers .0595	 (.1673)	 .0621
	 	 (.2004)	 -.0026	 (.2087)
	 Skilled Workers .0285	 (.2153)	 -.0354
	 	 (.2492)	 .0639	 (.2661)
	 Semi/Unskilled Workers -.0120	 (.2010)	 .0841
	 	 (.2542)	 -.0961	 (.2757)
Education:
 Less Than High School (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
 High School .3532*	 (.1455)	 .9314***
	 	 (.1986)	 -.5782**	 (.2142)
	 Some College .6796***	 (.1838)	 1.2170***
	 	 (.2241)	 -.5374*	 (.2435)
 Bachelor’s Degree 1.145***	 (.1965)	 1.6179***
	 	 (.2524)	 -.4728	 2585)
 Advanced Degree 1.2220***	 (.3021)	 1.884***
	 	 (.3473)	 -.6622*	 (.3232)
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Variable  Equation Estimates
 
 Democrat Republican Democrat
 Versus Not Versus Not Versus
 Voting Voting Republican
Race and Ethnicity:
 White (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
 Black .5260**	 (.1596	 -.6774**
	 	 (.2263)	 1.203***	 (.2251)
	 Other -.0747	 (.1349)	 -.3272*
	 	 (.1553)	 .2525	 (.1740)
	 Religion:
 Protestant (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
 Catholic .1475	 (.1208)	 .3278*
	 	 (.1392)	 -.1803	 (.1348)
 Jewish .1590	 (.3613)	 -.6072
	 	 (.5822)	 .7662	 (.4931)
 Other -.3134*	 (.1416)	 -.2846
	 	 (.1589)	 -.0288	 (.1589)
Interest in Politics:
 Not Much  Interested (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
	 Somewhat  Interested 1.0567***	 (.1175)	 .9075***
	 	 .1296)	 .1492	 (.1436)
	 Very Interested 1.888***	 (.1547)	 1.5807***
	 	 (.1721)	 .3078	 (.1737)
Income:
 0-16th Percentile (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
 17th-33rd Percentile .2722	 (.1699)	 .1888
	 	 (.1823)	 .0833	 (.2034)
34th-67th Percentile .4955**	 (.1547)	 .3848*
	 	 (.1829)	 .1107	 (.1903)
68th-95th Percentile .8473***	 (.1705)	 .7504***
	 	 (.1951)	 .0969	 (.2010)
96th-100th Percentile .4914	 (.3094)	 .6966*
	 	 (.2897)	 -.2052	 (.2897
Sex:
 Male (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
	 Female .0988	 (.1126)	 .1024
	 	 (.1382)	 -.0036	 (.1292)
Age .0214***	 (.0031)	 .0187***
	 	 (.0034)	 .0027	 (.0034)
Region:
  Non-South (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
	 South -.3909***	 (.1053)	 -.0007
	 	 (.1333)	 -.3916***	 (.1334)
Year: 
 1996 (ref.)	 (ref.)	 (ref.)
 2000 -.0558	 (.1100)	 .4782***
	 	 (.1255)	 -.5340***	 (.1306)
 2004 -.2190	 (.1311)	 .6698***
	 	 (.1496)	 -.8888***	 (.1516)
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Intercepts -.2159997 -8.1426344	 7.9266347
Mean Decrease in Deviance  3720
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